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BACKGROUND
Many communities in the United States rely on public safety answering points (PSAPs)
to answer calls for help. PSAPs are where emergency dispatchers process 911 calls to send the
appropriate emergency resource to enforce laws, provide medical treatment, or mitigate
emergencies such as fires and other natural and manmade disasters. These PSAPs (dispatch
centers) are typically geographically located to provide service to a specific population, such as a
county, city, town, or unincorporated area.
In Placer County, California there are more than five 911 Dispatch Centers responsible
for dispatching law enforcement, fire departments, and emergency ambulances. Placer County
(PC) is in Northern California, north of Sacramento County, which is the location of the State’s
Capitol. PC’s geographical area consists of 1,502 square miles that includes the Sierra Nevada
Mountain range and large bodies of water, such as a portion of Folsom Lake and South Lake
Tahoe (Placer County Demographics, 2020). PC has a population of 404,739 and continues to
experience growth as one of the top five growth counties in California (Placer County
Demographics, 2020 & U.S. Census, 2022).
PC relies on local government agencies and municipalities to provide emergency dispatch
services to the communities they serve. Many of these services are provided by incorporated
cities and special districts, while others are provided by PC itself. One of the challenges faced by
dispatcher centers in in PC is that they operate independently of one another, and they lack
communications between centers, which increases the workload for dispatchers and
inefficiencies for the fire departments they dispatch. This research will focus specifically on the
five dispatch centers in PC responsible for dispatching local fire departments, and the workload
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of dispatchers, to determine whether a regional fire emergency communications center in PC
would improve efficiencies for participating fire agencies.
The five dispatch centers consist of the City of Roseville Dispatch Center, City of
Rocklin Dispatch Center, City of Lincoln Dispatch Center, Placer County Sherriff’s Office
(PCSO) Dispatch Center, and the Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center (ECC). Each
of these dispatch centers is funded and staffed by their associated police department except for
the Grass Valley ECC, which is funded and staffed by the California Department of Forestry and
Fire Protection (CalFire). The cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln dispatch their fire
departments, while the remaining cities and communities in PC are dispatched by either the
Grass Valley ECC or PCSO. Placer County is made up of the following cities and
unincorporated communities:
Cities:
•

City of Auburn

•

City of Roseville

•

City of Colfax

•

City of Rocklin

•

City of Lincoln

•

Town of Loomis

Unincorporated Communities:
•

Alpine Meadows

•

Foresthill

•

Newcastle

•

Alta

•

Gold Run

•

Olympic Valley

•

Applegate

•

Granite Bay

•

Penryn

•

Bowman

•

Homewood

•

Sheridan

•

Carnelian Bay

•

Iowa Hill

•

Tahoe City

•

Dutch Flat

•

Kings Beach

•

Tahoe Vista

•

Emigrant Gap

•

Meadow Vista

•

Weimar
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Some of the most populated areas of PC include the City of Roseville, City of Rocklin,
City of Lincoln, City of Auburn, Community of Granite Bay, and Town of Loomis, which are in
the most western part of the county and account for 76.8% of the total population as shown in
Table 1 (Placer County Demographics, 2020 & U.S. Census, 2022). These cities operate and
maintain their dispatch centers and independent radio communications systems, except for
Granite Bay and the Town of Loomis, which are dispatched by the PCSO, and the City of
Auburn, which is dispatched by the Grass Valley ECC.
The City of Roseville has the largest population, accounting for one-third (36.5%) of the
total population within PC (Placer County Demographics, 2020 & U.S. Census, 2022).
Unincorporated areas of the county, including the Community of Granite Bay, account for 27.9%
of the population of the county (Placer County Demographics, 2020 & U.S. Census, 2022).
Table 1: Population Size by City
City or Town

Population

City of Roseville

147,773 (36.5%)

City of Rocklin

71,601 (17.7%)

City of Lincoln

49,757 (12.3%)

City of Auburn

13,776 (3.4%)

Town of Loomis

6,836 (1.7%)

City of Colfax

2,057 (0.5%)

Unincorporated Communities

91,692 (22.7%)

Granite Bay

21,247 (5.2%)

Total Population

404,739 (100%)

Source: Placer County Demographics, 2020 & U.S. Census, 2022
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City of Roseville
The City of Roseville is PC’s largest incorporated city in both population and square
miles (Placer County Demographics, 2020). Roseville is a general law city governed by a Mayor
and Council, with a city manager, who is responsible for managing the city (City of Roseville,
2022). Roseville provides both law enforcement and fire suppression services through its police
and fire departments. The city is just over 44 square miles and borders the County of
Sacramento, City of Rocklin, Community of Granite Bay, and unincorporated areas of PC (U.S.
Census, 2022).
Roseville maintains a police and fire dispatch center which is funded, staffed, and
operated by the city’s police department (Kauffman, D., et. al., 2021). In 2019, the Roseville
Police and Fire Communications Center dispatched 77,474 police calls for service and 17,048
fire calls for service, totaling 94,522 calls (Maccoun, J., 2019, p. 10).
City of Rocklin
The City of Rocklin is the second most populated city in PC, with a population of 71,601
residents in 2020 (U.S. Census, 2022). Rocklin is also a general law city, governed by a Mayor
and City Council, with a city manager (City of Rocklin, 2016). The city spans nearly 20 square
miles and borders the cities of Roseville, Lincoln, Town of Loomis, and unincorporated Placer
County (Placer County Demographics, 2020 & U.S. Census, 2022).
Rocklin also maintains a dispatch center that is staffed with thirteen full-time equivalent
employees and managed by its police department (Personal communication, Rocklin Police
Department, 2022). In 2020, the Rocklin Police and Fire Communications Center dispatched
32,467 calls for service for police and an additional 5,561 calls for service for the fire department
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(Butler, C., 2021). In all, the center processed 82,256 emergency and non-emergency phone calls
in 2020 (Butler, C., 2021).
City of Lincoln
The City of Lincoln is the third most populated city in PC and continues to grow (City of
Lincoln 2050 General Plan, 2008 & Placer County Demographics, 2020). Lincoln is a general
law city governed by a Mayor and City Council, with a city manager (City of Lincoln, 2022).
The city is slightly larger than neighboring Rocklin, spanning approximately 23.5 square miles
(U.S. Census, 2022). In addition to Rocklin, the City of Lincoln borders unincorporated PC and
the community of Sheridan.
Like the cities of Roseville and Rocklin, Lincoln maintains its dispatch center that
“[manages] all incoming 911/E911 calls as well as requests for police, Fire Department, and
emergency medical services.” (Hanson, J., & LeCheminant, G., 2020, p. 138). The dispatch
center is supported by six full-time equivalent employees, and, in 2020, received 15,701 9-1-1
calls and dispatched a total of 21,316 incidents for both hire and police (Lee, D., 2021).
City of Auburn
The City of Auburn accounts for 3.4% of Placer County’s total population and is also a
general law city governed by a Mayor and City Council, with a city manager who oversees daily
operations of the city (City of Auburn, 2022 & U.S. Census, 2022). The city provides both fire
and police services for its community and maintains a dispatch center that dispatches police calls
for service only (Personal communication, City of Auburn Police Department, 2022). Auburn
differs from the cities of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln, as requests for fire and medical-related
responses are transferred to the Grass Valley ECC, which is responsible for dispatching the
Auburn Fire Department (Personal communication, City of Auburn Police Department, 2022).
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Community of Granite Bay
The community of Granite Bay is located within PC and governed by the Placer County
Board of Supervisors (Placer County District 4, 2022). The county provides the Community of
Granite Bay with a “Municipal Advisory Council (MAC)” comprised of seven appointed
members “from the local community who advise the Board of Supervisors on concerns” related
to land use, transportation, or other related items concerning the community of Granite Bay
(Placer County District 4, 2022).
Unlike the incorporated cities, Granite Bay’s law enforcement is provided by the Placer
County Sherriff’s Office, and fire and medical services are provided by the South Placer Fire
District (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). Granite Bay relies on
the dispatch center operated by the PCSO, that receives 911 calls for the unincorporated and
contract areas of the county (Bell, D., 2021 & Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s
Office, 2022). In 2020, the PCSO “dispatch center processed over 200,000 phone calls with just
over 48,000 of those being 911” (Bell, D., 2021, p. 28).
Town of Loomis
The Town of Loomis is 1.7% of the total population in PC and is a general law
community governed by a Mayor and Town Council, and a town manager (U.S. Census, 2022,
Placer County Demographics, 2020 & Town of Loomis, 2022). Loomis borders the City of
Rocklin and unincorporated communities within Placer County (Placer County Demographics,
2020). Loomis contracts its emergency services to the PCSO and the South Placer Fire District
(Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). Like the community of
Granite Bay, Loomis relies on the dispatch center operated by the PCSO to manage emergency
responses within town limits (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022).

6

City of Colfax
The City of Colfax is also a general law city and accounts for 0.5% of Placer County’s
total population (City of Colfax, 2022 & U.S. Census). The city maintains basic services such as
finance, planning, and building among a few, but it contracts services for public safety (City of
Colfax, 2022). Law enforcement services are provided by the Placer County Sherriff’s Office,
and fire and EMS services are provided by the Placer County Fire Department/CalFire (Personal
communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022 & Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center, 2022). Both agencies are dispatched by their respective dispatch
centers, which are the PCSO dispatch center and the Grass Valley ECC (Personal
communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022 & Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center, 2022). The remainder of the county is unincorporated, and consists of
small towns and communities that are rural and less populated.
Each of these communities is supported by the California Fire Service and Rescue
Emergency Mutual Aid Plan, which allows for “automatic and/or day-to-day mutual aid
agreements with neighboring jurisdictions” (Ghilarducci, M. S., & Marshall, B., 2019, p. 28).
These communities rely on this plan to obtain an effective fire response (EFR) force as
recommended by the National Fire Protection Agency (NFPA) “in determining the initial
responding force” needed to mitigate various emergencies (NFPA 1710, 2020, p. 25). All fire
agencies in PC respond to a variety of emergency and non-emergency requests for services, that
include providing emergency medical services; response to structural, automotive, vegetation,
and rubbish fires; response for technical rescues and entrapments; and response to environmental
disasters such as spills or chemical releases. However, most of these fire agencies require the use
of mutual aid to achieve EFR, due to limited staffing and equipment within their jurisdiction.
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Mutual aid is a mechanism of using resources from one Department to assist with
emergencies for another Department. This request for assistance generally goes from one
dispatch center to another. Today, these dispatch centers rely on the use of telephone or radio
communications when requesting mutual aid for fire department response. This is a timeconsuming process, as the dispatch center requesting mutual aid must contact each adjoining
agency independently in most cases, often resulting in a delay in dispatching the requested
resource(s) (Personal communications, Rocklin Police Department, 2022).
Communities like the Towns of Acton and Concord, Massachusetts addressed this
challenge through a 2021 feasibility study that was conducted by The Edward J. Collins, Jr.
Center for Public Management (UMASS, 2021). The study addressed the “impact on the demand
for emergency call taking and dispatching services” for the two communities (UMASS, 2021, p.
6). The study provided a methodology and framework for these agencies to get all their
dispatchers in one room by creating a “Regional Emergency Communications Center (RECC)”
(UMASS, 2021, p. 2). The study also conducted a cost-benefit analysis, which projected
anticipated savings "from the economy of scale of the RECC" and the cost-sharing required by
each of the local governments (UMASS, 2021, p. 2).
The Center for Public Management at Cleveland State University (2011) also found that
“consolidation contributes to improved service levels through enhanced coordination and
interoperability and consistent communications equipment and technology” (p. 6). Both studies from the University of Massachusetts and Cleveland State University - found that consolidation
of resources provides the “ability to spread the costs over multiple communities,” and allows for
“greater access to federal and state funding for public safety communications equipment and
other start-up costs (Cleveland State University, 2011, p. 6). A report on the consolidation of
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Montgomery County's 911 dispatch center found "the level of duplication among … agencies,
and the associated low utilization, allows for significant opportunities for savings of individual
municipalities” (Petty, S., 2009, p. 25). The same study found that "the primary costs associated
with supporting" a regional dispatch center were "related to the computer aided dispatch network
and support" (Petty, S., 2009, p. 25).
Dispatch centers serve multiple functions within a community, dependent on the
resources it controls. Centers operating in PC function as the primary 911 answering point, using
“call-takers” and “dispatchers” to triage emergencies and respond the appropriate resources.
Call-takers are trained personnel who are hired to answer 911 calls from the community, and
input valuable information into a computer-aided dispatch (CAD) system, that geolocates the
emergency location and provides historical information of emergencies at a given location. Many
call-takers are trained to provide instructions to the caller to ensure that they are 1) out of harm's
way and 2) to assist in providing care to the ill or injured person before the arrival of first
responders. The American College of Emergency Physicians (ACEP) acknowledges the
importance of these actions, and believes that “all EMS-related [dispatch centers] should
incorporate an organized system of initial education, and continuous quality improvement for an
evidence-based system of pre-EMS arrival medical aid instructions, approved by the [dispatch
center] physician medical director(s)” (Annals of Emergency Medicine, 2018, p. 1).
Call-takers also communicate directly with dispatchers to provide current and relevant
information that can be transmitted to first responders during an emergency response. Unlike
call-takers, dispatchers communicate directly with first responders in the field. They are
responsible for sending the closest, most appropriate resource to the scene of an emergency.
dispatchers are also tasked with maintaining accountability of resources to 1) ensure that there
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are available resources for response and 2) to make sure responders are safe and to provide them
with additional resources as requested. The dispatch centers in PC that dispatch fire resources are
each staffed with call-takers and dispatchers who answer 911 calls for service and dispatch the
closest appropriate resource. Many of the dispatch centers in PC have call-takers and dispatchers
who function as a single person, required to multitask between the caller and responders. The
work required by these dispatchers is difficult to measure when compared to centers that provide
single role call-takers and dispatchers.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
The important service that dispatchers provide to the community and first responders
cannot be overstated, as dispatchers play an integral role in providing a bridge between those
who need emergency services and those who provide the emergency response. Because
dispatchers and call-takers provide emergency instructions to callers prior to the arrival of
responders, they are considered first responders in many communities. In 2020, California
Governor Gavin Newsome approved Assembly Bill 1945 – Emergency Services: First
Responders, which for the first time in California’s history recognized those with the job
classification of “public safety dispatcher or public safety communicator” as first responders
(AB1945, 2020). AB1945 defines public safety dispatchers and public safety communicators as
follows:
An individual employed by a public safety agency, as the initial first responder, whose
primary responsibility is to receive, process, transmit, or dispatch emergency and nonemergency calls for law enforcement, fire, emergency medical, and other public safety
services by telephone, radio, or other communication device, and includes an individual
who promotes from this position and supervises individuals who perform these functions.
Providing the bridge between those who need emergency services and those who provide
the service can affect the outcome of the emergency. Dr. Thomas D. Rea and contributors
evaluated the effectiveness of “dispatcher-assisted bystander CPR" and its correlation with
patient survival of a cardiac arrest. Their findings indicated that there is "improved survival in
out-of-hospital cardiac arrest" when public safety dispatchers provide CPR instructions before
the arrival of emergency medical services (Rea, T., et. al., 2001, p. 2516). Although it is
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important to have highly trained dispatchers to provide these services to a community, it is
equally important that the closest appropriate resource is sent to mitigate the emergency. In many
cases, the closest appropriate resource may reside in an adjacent community.
Communications systems are extremely important to public safety dispatchers and first
responders for day-to-day incidents and during the response to disasters (EL Khaled, Z., &
Mcheick, H., 2018). The systems “supply first responders with the possibility to assess damages
and coordinate their operations efficiently” during complex emergencies, such as earthquakes,
floods, wildfires, or terrorist attacks (EL Khaled, Z., & Mcheick, H., 2018, p. 7). The events of
September 11, 2001, exposed the reliability and lack of interoperability of communications
systems used by first responders in New York City (Barthel, B. A., 2012). During this fateful
day, first responders (i.e., fire, police, and EMS) struggled to communicate with one another as
they coordinated efforts to respond and rescue trapped civilians in the World Trade Center
(Barthel, B. A., 2012). This challenge and reduction in communication left many first responders
without situational awareness and “impeded emergency agencies from rapidly and
comprehensively responding to the incident and from effectively performing their primary
mission, to protect the public (Barthel, B. A., 2012, p.3). The inability to communicate across
disciplines reduced situational awareness for all responders during this tragic day and may have
contributed to the loss of life. Incidents such as the Virginia Tech shooting and Hurricane
Katrina also proved the necessity of interoperability and collaboration between allied agencies
(EL Khaled, Z., & Mcheick, H., 2018).
Improving interoperability through a regional dispatch platform will improve interagency
communications during catastrophic events and routine emergencies. “Reliable and accessible
[communications systems] are also important to a community’s resilience as they afford
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important options for people, government, and relief organizations to deal with risks during
[harsh environments]” (EL Khaled, Z., & Mcheick, H., 2018, p. 2). Conversely, “the lack of
interoperable wireless communication among first responders diminishes …seamless
communications to manage response, to control response partners, and to maintain a common
operating picture” (Barthel, B. A., 2012, p.9). This also impacts the safety of first responders
who continue to rely on antiquated personnel tracking tools, such as worksheets, magnetic
boards, and tracking cards (T-Cards). Barthel acknowledges that “the methods for tracking
personnel have not changed much since 9/11; agencies still rely on listening to land mobile radio
communication, radio status checks, and plotting boards" to track the location of personnel
(Barthel, B. A., 2012, p.12). Technology like “Blue Force Tracking (BFT) is being tested by the
U.S. military” and could benefit the tracking of resources in a regional communications center
(Barthel, B. A., 2012, p.13).
Consolidating dispatch centers “allows a single PSAP to provide more emergency 911
call services that are expected by first responder agencies, communities, and citizens alike,”
while providing increased coordination between first responders (Seeman, E., et. al., 2016, p.
329). Womack believes that “consolidation allows for the sharing of common public safety
emergency communications resources between multiple agencies” (Womack, T. W., 2014, p.
121). This provides interoperability within a dispatch center, allowing dispatchers to
communicate across agencies (i.e., fire, police, and medical). According to the Center for Public
Management, “consolidating services is viewed as a mechanism for realizing greater efficiency
and cost-effectiveness, employing economies of scale, and, in the case of emergency dispatch,
providing a higher level of interagency coordination and service” (Center for Public
Management, 2011, p.6). However, combining dispatch centers comes with its challenges.
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In 2011, the Center for Public Management: Maxine Goodman Levin College of Urban
Affairs at Cleveland State University completed the Case Studies for Consolidated Public Safety
Dispatch Center Feasibility Study: The Next Steps, which was outlined as part of the study of the
consolidation process. One of the regional dispatch centers highlighted in this study was the
Placer County Sherriff’s Communication Division (PCSCD) located in Auburn, California
(Center for Public Management, 2011, p.69). Between 1960 and 2010, there were two county
dispatch centers in PC; one dispatch center was in Auburn and “the other in Tahoe City on the
north shore of Lake Tahoe” (Center for Public Management, 2011, p.71). County administrators
sought to combine the two centers in 2008 and achieved regionalization of the two centers in
May 2010 (Center for Public Management, 2011, p.72). According to the report, “the
consolidation was quite easy [given that] redundant systems were already in place,” requiring
minimal configuration changes (Center for Public Management, 2011, p.74). Some of the
challenges faced during this regionalization of these centers involved technical computer issues,
operational procedures, and personnel issues with locating all dispatchers in one center (Center
for Public Management, 2011).
PCSCD experienced fewer challenges because the two centers fell under the same
umbrella of authority, however, centers like the Chittenden County Public Safety Authority
(CCPSA) attempted to create a regional dispatch center for seven agencies beginning in 1967
(Locke, S. & Frank, A., 2021). Based on the July 19, 2021 memorandum authored by Steve
Locke, CCPSA Chair, and Aaron Frank, CCPSA Vice-Chair, the regionalization has still not
taken place due to funding challenges between the agencies. (Locke, S. & Frank, A., 2021).
Locke and Frank recommended that the project move forward using a “measured approach of
joining one community together to provide regional dispatch services at a time under a regional

14

framework where all could eventually join” (Locke, S. & Frank, A., 2021, p. 1). House, et. al
(2013) support agencies working collaboratively to foster healthy communications when
implementing new systems and programs; however, it may be more challenging when agencies
operate on incompatible systems (House, A., et. al., 2013, p. 329; Huyck, N. L., 2015, p. 13).
The U.S. Government Accountability Office (GAO) found that “selected first responders
and public safety officials identified various challenges related to emergency communications.”
These challenges include “attaining the interoperability of communication systems, obtaining
funding, ensuring ongoing training, and increasing the emphasis on communications during
emergency response exercises” (GAO, 2018). GAO (2018) also provided “testimony before the
subcommittee on Technology, Information Policy, Intergovernmental Relations and the Census,
House of Representatives” making the following statement: “Lives of first responders and those
whom they are trying to assist can be lost when first responders cannot communicate effectively
as needed” (GAO, 2004, p.2). The testimony addressed “issues of determining the status of
interoperable wireless communications across the nation, the potential roles that federal, state,
and local governments can play in improving these communications, and the need to structure
grant programs so that they better support public sector efforts to improve these
communications” (GAO, 2004, p.2). Establishing a regional communication center in PC will
require collaboration, funding, and political support to create efficiency and build upon fiscal
responsibility and sustainability.
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METHODOLOGY
Data was gathered from each of the five dispatch centers through the use of the
California Public Records Act. Each of the municipalities evaluated was contacted via email or
through their online request form for information regarding their specific dispatch center. All
responses were provided electronically via email from an employee of the dispatch center. The
request asked for five fiscal years of data for FY 2016/17, FY 2017/18, FY 2018/19, FY
2019/20, and FY 2020/21. The information requested for these years included:
o Number of full-time equivalents assigned to the dispatch center.
o Number of 911 calls received by the dispatch center in a fiscal year.
o Number of non-emergency or business calls received by the dispatch center in a fiscal
year.
o Number of fire department related dispatches provided by the dispatch center in a fiscal
year.
o Number of police department related dispatches provided by the dispatch center in a
fiscal year (if applicable).
The data was then analyzed as a single program and compared to data from established
fire-specific regional dispatch centers with similar workloads and staffing. The four phases of
process evaluation provided by Sylvia & Sylvia was applied (2012, p. 94):
Figure 1: Four Phases of Process Evaluation
Phase 1:
Problem
Identification

Phase II: Solution
Development

Phase III:
Implementation

Source: Sylvia & Sylvia was applied (2012, p. 94)
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Phase IV:
Feedback
Evaluation

Phase 1: Problem Identification
To identify the problem, the workload of each dispatch center was analyzed to evaluate
the current challenges of having five independent dispatch centers that do not effectively
communicate with one another and lack situational awareness of neighboring resources. The
analysis focused on dispatcher capacity at each dispatch center based on the full-time equivalents
(FTE) allotted. The workload was determined by dividing the number of FTE by the number of
hours in a calendar year (2,080). This calculation was then used to divide the total activity of a
dispatch center (i.e., all calls and dispatches) by the coefficient derived from the FTE and total
hours.
Consideration was not given to vacancies that a particular dispatch center may carry nor
the available leave afforded to dispatchers (i.e., vacation leave, sick leave, disability leave,
family leave, etc.). Assumptions were made solely on the FTE of each center when fully staffed
and excluding leave.
Phase II: Solution Development
Improving interoperability and efficiency between the five dispatch centers would require
a regionalization of two or more of the existing centers. Combining dispatch centers would allow
for increased situational awareness for 911 dispatchers and first responders, allowing dispatchers
to process incidents in a single center using homogenous equipment, such as computer-aided
dispatch (CAD) systems, radio infrastructure and frequencies, and automated vehicle locators
that enable dispatchers to send the closest available unit.
Phase III: Implementation
Implementation of a regional dispatch center will require support from local government
councils and boards, affected community members, and funding sources. Local governments will
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need to determine whether the cost of regionalization of dispatch centers outweighs the benefits
it will provide to the community it serves. They will need to identify a funding mechanism to
support the required infrastructure, staffing, and equipment required to operate the center.
Community leaders will also need to provide messaging to constituents on the benefits of
combining dispatch services and potential return on investment to the community.
Implementation will require community support as tax dollars are repurposed to a regional asset
that provides services to multiple communities. Leaders will also need to determine the
operational structure of the center, either through a joint powers authority (JPA) or other
oversight committees to ensure equity of service and monitor established benchmarks.
Phase IV: Feedback Evaluation
Performance standards will need to be established to identify specific goals and
objectives of the new center. This could be achieved through a strategic planning process where
input from the governing body, employees, and stakeholders would create the roadmap for
success by identifying the expectations and outcomes of the new center. Reporting periods will
need to be established to ensure that goals and objectives are being met.
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FINDINGS
Consistent with being the largest city in the county, and having the largest concentrated
population, the City of Roseville’s dispatch center is also one of the busiest centers in PC. In
2020, the Roseville dispatch center processed 77,959 emergency phone calls and 82,396 nonemergency phone calls totaling 160,355 phone calls for the center (Personal communication,
City of Roseville Police Department, 2022). Over the past five years, the dispatch center has
experienced a 1.4% increase in total calls and a 13.2% increase in population, as shown in Table
2 (Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022; and US Census, 2022).
The dispatch center has added 1.5 additional dispatchers during this same period (Personal
communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022).
Table 2: Staffing, workload, and population for City of Roseville

Dispatch FTE
# of 9-1-1 emergency phone calls
# of non-emergency phone calls
# of Fire Dispatches
# of Police Dispatches
Total Population

City of Roseville
FY2016/17 FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
23.5
23.5
23.5
24
25
66,528
71,979
78,017
76,155
77,959
91,575
87,952
85,593
84,435
82,396
16,004
16,606
17,207
17,090
17,351
80,174
82,822
76,134
81,246
71,563
128,276
130,705
133,049
135,637
147,773

Source: Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022; and US Census,
2022.
The dispatch center dispatched the most requests for law enforcement and fire responses
in the county, totaling 88,914 dispatches in 2020 (Personal communication, City of Roseville
Police Department, 2022). Data provided for 2020 display a 10% decline in total dispatches,
however, the five-year average indicates the Roseville dispatch center dispatches an average of
95,239 incidents per year (Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022).
Figure 2 shows that 80.5% of incidents in 2020 were for law enforcement matters, with the
remaining 19.5% involving fire services (Personal communication, City of Roseville Police
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Department, 2022). Requests for fire services have gradually increased over the past five years,
while requests for law enforcement have remained relatively stable. Fire related dispatches
increased by 3% increase in 2020 compared to previous years, however, it should be noted that
many of these incidents may overlap and involve both the police and fire departments and count
as independent incidents (Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022).
Figure 2: City of Roseville Distribution of Dispatches

City of Roseville Distribution of Dispatches
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Source: Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022; and US Census,
2022.
To fully understand the workload of dispatchers, a comparison of the number of FTE was
measured against the total call volume for each dispatch center. Using 2,080 hours in a calendar
year, the workload was assessed by dividing the total phone calls (emergency and nonemergency) and the total dispatches (Law Enforcement and Fire) by the total FTE in each center.
This calculation provides an activity per FTE hour ratio that was used to determine how busy a
given dispatch center is relative to its staffing and calls for service. Factors not considered in this
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calculation were dispatcher vacancies and dispatcher leave (e.g., sick leave, vacation leave,
disability leave, etc.).
The Total Activity per FTE hour in Table 3 spans from a low of 4.79 to a high of 5.20
(Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022). This represents the
combined number of phone calls and dispatches per hour and dispatchers in the Roseville
dispatch center. The variable that could not be accounted for is the times these activities took
place, such as peak and off-peak activity, however, it does provide a baseline measurement for
workload when compared to other centers.
Table 3: City of Roseville Dispatcher Workload

# of FTE
# of FTE Hours/Year
Total Dispatches
Total Calls
Total Activity per FTE hour

City of Roseville
FY2016/17
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
23.5
23.5
23.5
24
25
48,880
48,880
48,880
49,920
52,000
96,178
99,428
93,341
98,336
88,914
158,103
159,931
163,610
160,590
160,355
5.20
5.31
5.26
5.19
4.79

Source: Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022.
Figure 3 provides a graphical representation of the total activity and staffing of the
Roseville dispatch center. It demonstrates how adding one FTE in FY 2020/21 impacted the
overall workload of the dispatch center by reducing workload by 40% from the previous year
and 52% from the highest year in FY 2017/18 (Personal communication, City of Roseville Police
Department, 2022).
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Figure 3: City of Roseville Total Dispatches per FTE hour
City of Roseville
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Source: Personal communication, City of Roseville Police Department, 2022.
Data for the City of Rocklin were evaluated and indicate that although the city has
experienced a 15.5% increase in population over the past five years, the total calls and dispatches
have remained relatively flat (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022
and U.S. Census, 2022). In FY 2020, the Rocklin dispatch center received 18,736 emergency
calls for service and 63,520 non-emergency calls, totaling 82,256 calls for the year, as shown in
Table 4 (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022). Over the past five
years, total calls ranged from a low of 82,256 in 2020 to a high of 91,172 in 2016 (Personal
communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022).
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Table 4: Staffing, workload, and population for City of Rocklin
Fiscal Year
FY2016/17
# of FTE
15
# of FTE Hours/Year
31,200
Total Dispatches
38,837
Total Phone Calls
91,172
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
4.17

City of Rocklin
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
14.5
14.5
14.5
14.5
30,160
30,160
30,160
30,160
40,755
39,030
39,387
38,028
90,840
87,205
84,709
82,256
4.36
4.19
4.11
3.99

Source: Personal communication City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022 and U.S. Census,
2022.
Emergency responses for police and fire in Rocklin have also remained relatively
consistent over the past five years, averaging 39, 207 annual dispatches between the two
departments (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022). Figure 4
shows slight population growth, but indicates that there is little correlation between population
growth and calls for service (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department,
2022). However, consideration should be given to the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic that
began in early 2020.
Another detail identified in Figure 4 is the ratio of requests for police and fire response,
which shows a 5% reduction in requests for police response when compared to Roseville. This is
likely due to a gradual increase in fire responses in Rocklin, resulting in a nearly 1% ratio
increase over the past five years (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department,
2022).
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Figure 4: City of Rocklin Distribution of Dispatches
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Source: Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022.
The 2,080 hours methodology was employed, measuring total hours available to total
phone calls and dispatches for the Rocklin dispatch center. Table 5 details the findings of this
data, revealing that the average number of phone calls and dispatches per hour ranges from a low
of 3.99 in 2020 to a high of 4.36 in 2017, not accounting for peak time events when the dispatch
center is busier than non-peak hours of the day (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police
Department, 2022).
Table 5: City of Rocklin Dispatcher Workload
City of Rocklin
Fiscal Year
FY2016/17
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
# of FTE
15
14.5
14.5
14.5
14.5
# of FTE Hours/Year
31,200
30,160
30,160
30,160
30,160
Total Dispatches
38,837
40,755
39,030
39,387
38,028
Total Calls
91,172
90,840
87,205
84,709
82,256
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
4.17
4.36
4.19
4.11
3.99

Source: Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022.
Figure 5 further details the dispatch workload for the City of Rocklin dispatch center,
providing how the number of dispatchers has not changed over the past four years as compared
to the workload, which has experienced a steady decline since 2017, dropping more than a
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quarter percent (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022). The
staffing level of 14.5 FTE accounts for management, supervision, and operational staff;
therefore, it is likely that no more than two to three dispatchers are on duty at any given time,
and their capacity to manage significant law enforcement or fire incidents may be difficult to
measure (Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022).
Figure 5: City of Rocklin Total Dispatches per FTE hour
City of Rocklin
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Source: Personal communication, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022.
The City of Lincoln dispatch center has the lowest number of FTE of those evaluated
(Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022). Over the past five years,
the dispatch center has operated with an FTE of 6 dispatchers, which includes supervisors
(Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022). The data in Table 4
indicate that dispatcher workload has increased, and in 2020 dispatchers received 16,341
emergency phone calls and 48,971 non-emergency phone calls totaling 65,312 calls (Personal
communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022). Unlike the previous cities, Lincoln
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has experienced a 29% increase in total calls (Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police
Department, 2022). This trend is likely to continue as the city continues to grow in population
and size.
The population currently sits at 49,757 in a 20.1 square mile geographical location (U.S.
Census, 2022). However, Appendix 1 provides the city's General Plan Land Use and Circulation
Diagram, which is part of the City of Lincoln’s 2050 General Plan (City of Lincoln 2050
General Plan, 2008). The diagram provides a “sphere of influence” that is greater than the
current city limits, which if completed by 2050 may result in Lincoln becoming the largest city
in Placer County by geographical location and population (City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan,
2008).
Table 6: Staffing, workload, and population for City of Lincoln
Dispatch FTE
# of 9-1-1 emergency phone calls
# of non-emergency phone calls
# of Fire Dispatches
# of Police Dispatches
Total Population

City of Lincoln
FY2016/17 FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
6
6
6
6
6
12,243
13,096
13,442
14,027
16,341
33,840
47,194
45,402
46,031
48,971
4,502
4,657
4,638
5,035
5,488
18,120
19,975
19,905
18,176
21,013
45,675
46,404
46,939
47,388
49,757

Source: Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022 and U.S. Census,
2022.
Although population growth in Lincoln has been lower than in the cities of Roseville and
Rocklin, requests for police and fire services continue to rise, as shown in Figure 6. The Lincoln
dispatch center dispatched 26,501 police and fire incidents in 2020, a 12.4% (3,290) increase
from 2019; and over the five years, dispatchers have experienced a 14.6% increase in total
dispatches, as also shown in Figure 6 (Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police
Department, 2022). The distribution of dispatches varies per year, but on average 80% of
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dispatches are for law enforcement and 20% are related to fire responses (Personal
communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022).
Figure 6: City of Lincoln Distribution of Dispatches
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Source: Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022.
A correlation can be found in the data provided by the City of Lincoln with its gradual
increase in population, increase in total phone calls, and increase in total dispatches, as
highlighted in Table 7 (Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022).
Furthermore, the impact on dispatcher workload is the greatest of all PC dispatch centers,
averaging a workload of 6.60 over the past five years (Personal communication, City of Lincoln
Police Department, 2022). In 2020, the dispatch center’s total workload was 7.36 total calls and
dispatches per FTE hour, not accounting for peak time requests for services within the
community (Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022).
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Table 7: City of Lincoln Dispatcher Workload
City of Lincoln
Fiscal Year
FY2016/17
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
# of FTE
6
6
6
6
6
# of FTE Hours/Year
12,480
12,480
12,480
12,480
12,480
Total Dispatches
22,622
24,632
24,543
23,211
26,501
Total Calls
46,083
60,290
58,844
60,058
65,312
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
5.51
6.80
6.68
6.67
7.36

Source: Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022.
Based on the limited staffing of six dispatchers for a 24-hour period, an assumption can
be made that the dispatch center is staffed with one or two dispatchers at a time. Figure 7
measures the constant staffing of six FTE for the dispatch center against the workload (Personal
communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022). In 2020, the dispatch center had a
workload of 7.36 per FTE hour, which was 3.37 more than the Rocklin dispatch center and 2.57
more than the Roseville dispatch center (Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police
Department, 2022, City of Rocklin Police Department, 2022, and City of Roseville Police
Department, 2022).
Figure 7: City of Lincoln Total Dispatches per FTE hour
City of Lincoln
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Source: Personal communication, City of Lincoln Police Department, 2022.
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FY2020/21

The Placer County Sherriff’s Office (PCSO) provides the highest number of dispatch
FTEs in the county, followed by the City of Roseville and the Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center (ECC) (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office,
2022). The PCSO dispatch center is responsible for unincorporated and some contract areas of
the county (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). Unlike the cities of
Rocklin, Roseville, and Lincoln, the PCSO dispatch centers provide dispatch services to multiple
fire agencies that include:
1. Placer Hills Fire Department

4. Newcastle Fire Department

2. Foresthill Fire Department

5. South Placer Fire Department

3. Penryn Fire Department
The population of these agencies varies by geographical location, and some fire
responses to these areas are shared with the Grass Valley ECC. Historically, the PCSO dispatch
center has processed the greatest number of non-emergency and 911 phone calls in the county
(Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). In 2020, the PCSO dispatch
center received 51,659 emergency phone calls for service and 106,050 non-emergency calls,
totaling 157,709 phone calls for the year as shown in Table 8 (Personal communication, Placer
County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). Over the past five years, total phone calls ranged from a low of
154,240 in 2019 to a high of 163,710 in 2017 (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s
Office, 2022).
Table 8 also indicates a significant reduction in the number of police dispatches by 28.7%
from a high of 88,292 in 2016 to a low of 62,911 in 2020 (Personal communication, Placer
County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). In contrast, the number of fire dispatches has increased by

29

11.2% from a low of 5,592 in 2016 to a high of 6,313 in 2019 (Personal communication, Placer
County Sherriff’s Office, 2022).
Table 8: Staffing, workload, and population for PSCO
Dispatch FTE
# of 9-1-1 emergency phone calls
# of non-emergency phone calls
# of Fire Dispatches
# of Police Dispatches
Total Population

Placer County Sherriff's
FY2016/17 FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
26
26
26
26
26
38,543
40,472
42,266
44,375
51,659
116,426
123,238
120,153
109,865
106,050
5,592
5,858
6,153
6,313
6,295
88,292
88,017
73,704
64,441
62,911
29,530
29,206
29,192
29,973
28,254

Source: Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022 and U.S. Census, 2020.
The distribution of dispatches for the PCSO dispatch center in Figure 8 shows a large
disparity between law enforcement and fire department dispatches (Personal communication,
Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). In 2020, the dispatch center dispatched law enforcement
91% of the time and fire responses 9% of the time (Personal communication, Placer County
Sherriff’s Office, 2022). When compared to the distribution of dispatches of other dispatch
centers in the county that also dispatch law enforcement and fire, it is apparent that there are 510% more requests for law enforcement in county-protected areas than in the cities. One
causational factor for the difference in the PCSO dispatch center may be the rural make-up of
unincorporated areas of the county.
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Figure 8: PCSO Distribution of Dispatches
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Source: Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022.
As mentioned, the Placer County Sherriff’s Office has the largest number of FTE for
dispatchers (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). The number of
dispatchers may be a result of the county combining dispatch centers between the county
dispatch in Tahoe with the center located in Auburn in 2010 (Center for Public Management,
2011). Over the past five years, the dispatch center has maintained an FTE of 26 dispatch
positions as shown in Figure 9 (Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff's Office, 2022).
Over the same period, the dispatch center has experienced a 26% decrease in total, while
remaining consistent with the number of phone calls processed (Personal communication, Placer
County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). The primary reason for the reduction in dispatches is due to the
27.8% decrease in dispatches for law enforcement.
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Figure 9: PCSO Total Dispatches per FTE hour
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Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022.
In 2020, the PCSO dispatch center's total workload measured 4.20, with its highest
workload in 2017 measuring 4.76 and a five-year average of 4.44 (Personal communication,
Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022). Table 9 shows a significant reduction in total dispatches
between 2017 and 2018, with a slight reduction in total phone calls. The cause of this reduction
could not be determined during this research and may require additional exploration.
Table 9: PCSO Dispatcher Workload
Placer County Sherriff's
Fiscal Year
FY2016/17
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
# of FTE
26
26
26
26
26
# of FTE Hours/Year
54,080
54,080
54,080
54,080
54,080
Total Dispatches
93,884
93,875
79,857
70,754
69,206
Total Phone Calls
154,969
163,710
162,419
154,240
157,709
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
4.60
4.76
4.48
4.16
4.20

Personal communication, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022.
The Grass Valley ECC is the only fire-based dispatch center in Placer County. The center
is staffed and managed by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire)
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(Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022). Like the
PCSO dispatch center, the Grass Valley ECC dispatches several fire departments which include:
1. Placer County Fire Department

4. NorthStar Fire Department

2. Auburn City Fire Department

5. Olympic Valley Fire Department

3. North Tahoe Fire Department

6. CalFire Department

As shown in Figure 10, the Grass Valley ECC has experienced an increase in dispatch
FTE from 20 in 2016 to 23 in 2020 (Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center, 2022). The dispatch center has the third most FTE for dispatchers in the
county, and is the third busiest in the number of total dispatches, behind the City of Roseville's
dispatch center and the PCSO dispatch center. Figure 10 also displays a correlation between
dispatcher workload as compared to the number of FTE (Personal communication, Grass Valley
Emergency Communications Center, 2022). Between 2019 and 2020, the Grass Valley ECC
increased the number of dispatch FTE by three, thus reducing the overall workload of
dispatchers (Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022).
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Figure 10: Grass Valley ECC Total Dispatches per FTE hour
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Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022.
The gradual reduction in dispatcher workload for the Grass Valley ECC is shown in
Table 10, where it is evident that the number of total dispatches has gradually increased over the
past five years, while the workload has decreased due to the addition of more dispatchers
(Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022). In FY
2016/17 and FY 2017/18, the Grass Valley ECC experienced the highest workload per dispatcher
FTE at 2.79 and 2.82 respectively (Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center, 2022). During this period, the ECC experienced more than 115,000
total phone calls and dispatches, with an FTE of 20, compared to nearly 114,000 total events in
2020, with an FTE of 23 (Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications
Center, 2022).

33

Table 10: Grass Valley ECC Dispatcher Workload
Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center
Fiscal Year
FY2016/17
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
# of FTE
20
20
20
21
23
# of FTE Hours/Year
41,600
41,600
41,600
43,680
47,840
Total Dispatches
39,400
40,096
39,085
38,879
45,532
Total Calls
76,594
77,319
68,908
65,220
71,319
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
2.79
2.82
2.60
2.38
2.44

Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022.
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ANALYSIS
The five Placer County dispatch centers were allotted a combined 95 FTE in the fiscal
year 2020/21, and dispatched a total of 187,954 law enforcement incidents and 80,227 fire
department incidents, totaling 268,181 dispatches as shown in Table 11 (Personal
communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022, Placer County
Sherriff’s Office, 2022, City of Rocklin, 2022, City of Lincoln, 2022, & City of Roseville, 2022).
Excising phone call workload related to law enforcement and fire department requests could not
be achieved due to how the dispatch centers record their data. Nonetheless, the dispatcher per
FTE hour in the fiscal year 2020/21 was 4.10 as shown in Table 11, which indicates that as a
program, the dispatch centers would engage approximately four phone calls or dispatches per
dispatcher per hour (Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center,
2022, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022, City of Rocklin, 2022, City of Lincoln, 2022, &
City of Roseville, 2022).
Table 11: Workload of all Placer County Dispatch Centers
Placer County Dispatch Centers
Fiscal Year
FY2016/17
FY 2017/18
FY 2018/2019 FY 2019/20
FY2020/21
# of FTE
91
90
90
92
95
# of FTE Hours/Year
188,240
187,200
187,200
190,320
196,560
Total Dispatches
290,921
298,786
275,856
270,567
268,181
Total Calls
526,921
552,090
540,986
524,817
536,951
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
4.34
4.55
4.36
4.18
4.10

Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022, Placer
County Sherriff’s Office, 2022, City of Rocklin, 2022, City of Lincoln, 2022, & City of
Roseville, 2022.
When removing law enforcement dispatches and using only the total number of phone
calls and the total number of fire department dispatches, the total dispatches per FTE is reduced
to 3.12 as shown in Table 12; indicating that a fire centric regional dispatch center would process
approximately three dispatches or phone calls per dispatcher per hour (Personal communication,
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Grass Valley Emergency Communications Center, 2022, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022,
City of Rocklin, 2022, City of Lincoln, 2022, & City of Roseville, 2022).
Table 12: Workload of Placer County
Dispatch Centers (Fire Only)
Fire Department Dispatches in Placer County

Fiscal Year

FY2020/21

# of FTE
95
# of FTE Hours/Year
197,600
Total Dispatches
80,227
Total Phone Calls
536,951
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
3.12
Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center, 2022, Placer County Sherriff’s
Office, 2022, City of Rocklin, 2022, City of Lincoln,
2022, & City of Roseville, 2022.
An analysis of the workload for three existing regional dispatch centers was used to
compare the workload of the Placer County Dispatch Centers. The regional centers included the
Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS Communications Center, the Contra Costa Regional Fire
Communications Center, and the Alameda County Regional Emergency Communications
Center. Each of the centers is considered a secondary PSAP responsible for dispatching fire
department and ambulance resources only. These centers differ from Placer County Dispatch
Centers which dispatch both law enforcement and fire department resources, except the Grass
Valley ECC.
The Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS Communications Center (SRFECC) was formed in
1981 through a Joint Powers Agreement (JPA) and provides dispatch services to ten fire
departments in and around the Sacramento County region (SRFECC, 2022). The center is also
responsible for ambulance dispatch for the fire agencies that provide ambulance transport
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(Personal communication, Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS Communications Center, 2022). The
agencies supported by SRFECC include:
•

Sacramento Fire Department

•

Herald Fire Department

•

Metro Fire Department

•

Isleton Fire Department

•

Cosumnes Fire Department

•

River Delta Department

•

Folsom Fire Department

•

Walnut Grove Department

•

Wilton Fire Department

•

Courtland Department

In FY 2020/21 the SRFECC had an FTE of 36 dispatchers and management staff,
responsible for dispatching 207,978 fire department incidents, and processing 282,858 phone
calls as displayed in Table 13 (Personal communication, Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS
Communications Center, 2022). The workload for the SRFECC was 6.55 total dispatches per
FTE hour, signifying that the center processed 6.55 events per dispatcher per hour during FY
2020/21 (Personal communication, Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS Communications Center,
2022).
Table 13: Workload of Sacramento Regional
Fire/EMS Communications Center
Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS
Communications Center
Fiscal Year
FY2020/21
# of FTE
36
# of FTE Hours/Year
74,880
Total Dispatches
207,978
Total Phone Calls
282,858
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
6.55
Personal communication, Sacramento Regional
Fire/EMS Communications Center, 2022.
A comparison of workload was completed to determine what the workload would be for
Placer County Dispatch Centers if they were to regionalize a fire department-only dispatch
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center with similar staffing and a comparable number of phone calls. To achieve this, the total
number of phone calls in Table 12 was reduced by 50%, and the staffing was made equal to that
of the SRFECC in Table 13. The outcome of the comparison displayed in Table 14 shows that
the total dispatches per FTE would be 4.66. This demonstrates that the workload of a Regional
Placer County Fire Dispatch Center would be less than its neighboring Sacramento Regional Fire
Emergency Communications Center (Personal communication, Grass Valley Emergency
Communications Center, 2022, Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022, City of Rocklin, 2022,
City of Lincoln, 2022, & City of Roseville, 2022 & Sacramento Regional Fire/EMS
Communications Center, 2022).
Table 14: Example of Workload of Placer
County Dispatch Centers (Fire Only)
Fire Department Dispatches in Placer County
Fiscal Year

FY2020/21

# of FTE
36
# of FTE Hours/Year
74,880
Total Dispatches
80,227
Total Phone Calls
268,476
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
4.66
Personal communication, Grass Valley
Emergency Communications Center, 2022,
Placer County Sherriff’s Office, 2022, City
of Rocklin, 2022, City of Lincoln, 2022,
City of Roseville, 2022.

The fire department regional dispatch center to be evaluated was the Contra Costa
Regional Fire Communications Center (CCRFCC), which is managed and staffed by the Contra
Costa County Fire Protection District and is governed by the County Fire Protection District
Board of Directors (CCRFCC, 2022). The center is also responsible for ambulance dispatch
through the Alliance ambulance program, which serves a majority of the county (CCRFCC,
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2022). The CCRFCC dispatches the following fire agencies, which provide fire and EMS
response to fifteen cities and to unincorporated areas of the county:
•

•

•

Contra Costa County Fire Protection

•

Rodeo-Hercules Fire Department

District

•

Pinole Fire Department

El-Cerrito/Kensington Fire

•

Crockett/Carquinez Fire Department,

Department

•

Moraga/Orinda Fire Department

East Contra Costa County Fire
Protection District
In FY 2020/21, the CCRFCC had an FTE of 21 dispatchers and managerial staff

responsible for dispatching 120,000 fire department incidents and processing 231,604 phone
calls, as shown in Table 15 (Personal communication, Contra Costa Regional Fire
Communications Center, 2022). The workload for this regional center was higher than that of
the SRFECC by 1.5 total dispatches per FTE. The CCRFCC’s total dispatches per FTE were
8.05, as shown in Table 15 (Personal communication, Contra Costa Regional Fire
Communications Center, 2022).
Table 15: Contra Costa Regional Fire
Communications Center

Contra Costa Regional Fire
Communications Center
Fiscal Year
FY2020/21
# of FTE
21
# of FTE Hours/Year
43,680
Total Dispatches
120,000
Total Phone Calls
231,604
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
8.05
Personal communication, Contra Costa Regional
Fire Communications Center, 2022
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The third regional fire dispatch center evaluated in this analysis was the Alameda County
Regional Emergency Communications Center (ACRECC), which “is operated by the Alameda
County Fire Department (ACFD) with oversight by an advisory committee” (ACRECC, 2022).
ACRECC provides emergency fire and medical dispatch services to nine incorporated cities and
nine unincorporated communities (ACRECC, 2022). Like the CCRFCC, the ACRECC
dispatches contract emergency ambulance services for the entire county (Personal
communication, Alameda County Regional Emergency Communications Center, 2022). The
ACRECC also dispatches the following fire departments in addition to dispatching emergency
ambulances:
•

Alameda County Fire Department

•

Alameda City Fire Department

•

Fremont Fire Department

•

Livermore/Pleasanton Fire Department

•

Camp Parks Fire and EMS

In FY 2020/21, the ACRECC was allotted 33 FTEs to operate its dispatch center; processing
268,125 phone calls and dispatching 78,417 fire department responses (Personal communication,
Alameda County Regional Emergency Communications Center, 2022). The total dispatches for
the center in FY 2020/21 do not account for the ambulance-only responses dispatched by the
center (Personal communication, Alameda County Regional Emergency Communications
Center, 2022). According to Ramos, the center “processes over 200,000 fire/EMS calls per
calendar year” and in 2020, the center processed 211, 554 total incidents (Ramos, R., 2020, p. 7).
Table 16 captures the workload of ACRECC dispatchers using fire department dispatches alone.
The workload of dispatchers in FY 2020/21 was 5.05 total dispatches per FTE hour (Personal
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communication, Alameda County Regional Emergency Communications Center, 2022). When
accounting for all incidents as provided by Ramos (2020) in Table 17, the workload of ACRECC
dispatchers increases to 6.99 total dispatches per FTE hour, which is like that of the SRFECC, as
shown in Table 13.
Table 16: Alameda County Regional
Emergency
Communications Center

Table 17: Alameda County Regional
Emergency
Communications Center

Alameda County Regional Emergency
Communictions Center
Fiscal Year
FY2020/21
# of FTE
33
# of FTE Hours/Year
68,640
Total Dispatches
78,417
Total Phone Calls
268,125
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
5.05

Alameda County Regional Emergency
Communictions Center All Incidents
Fiscal Year
FY2020/21
# of FTE
33
# of FTE Hours/Year
68,640
Total Dispatches
211,554
Total Phone Calls
268,125
Total Dispatches per FTE hour
6.99

Personal communication, Alameda County
Regional Emergency Communications
Center, 2022.

Personal communication, Alameda County
Regional Emergency Communications
Center, 2022 & Rosa, R., 2020)
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Limitations
There were serval limitations identified while conducting this research. First, it was
difficult to determine what impact the COVID-19 pandemic had on total calls for service and
dispatches in each community. Additionally, because many of the events reported in the data
occur across jurisdictions and include mutual responses, their dispatch numbers may be slightly
higher across the board, as multiple agencies are being dispatched to the same incident. Lastly, it
is difficult to determine the actual staffing levels of each dispatch center, as many have likely
experienced vacancies over the past five years.
Conclusion
The five dispatch centers in PC responsible for dispatching fire department resources are
inefficient due to being independent of one another. Their lack of communication between
centers increases the workload for dispatchers and impacts the efficient response of first
responders. Establishing a regional fire department dispatch center in PC will improve
communications between first responders, reduce response times by sending the closest
appropriate resource, and increase the accountability of firefighters during critical incidents.
Although more research should be conducted in this area, it is recommended that the five
dispatch centers in Placer County conduct a feasibility study to determine the true impacts of the
current system and potential improvements of regionalizing fire communications.
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Appendix 1

Source: City of Lincoln 2050 General Plan, 2008
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